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Evidence collected through coepariaon of coapensitory 
education students* calendar year anl school ytar, gains iapliet that 
suaaar }rop-off of basic skills is a coaaon phenbsenon, Ther* ara two 
possible inte^retations of this finling. The first, 'Vforgetting, " 
assuaes soapemBitor y education students know less in the fall than 
they did the previDUs spring. This "nD growth in suaaer" 
interpretation assuaes that the students do know as auch in t;he fall 
as 1q the previous spring. The results of the National Institatt of 
Education's Instruotiona 1 Disensions Study provide strong evidease in 
favor of Uie **no growth in suener" aodel. Students whose initial tes^ 
scores we^ at or above the national noras nake substantial galas 
during the suaaer, bit coapensatory education students do not, 
Conpensatory education prcgraes are therefore doing soae good and 
should be qoQtinued until effective alternatives can be fohnd. Suaaer 
school prograas might foster achieveient gains during the suaaer 
aonths, but they do aot attract many disadvantaged students. ;ind their 
prograaaing is not focused on basic skillii Instruction,- Public 
prograas aay be unable J^o overcone the problea of suas^er drop-off 
entirely. Further research into the susner drop-off phenoeenon Is 
needed to understaad the Halts of public policy and aaxiaize tba 
effectiveness of coapensatory education prograas. (Author/MK| 



'* Reproductions supplied by EDFS are the best that can be aada * 
* . • \ froa the original docuaent, , * 




WHAT DO WE KNOW ABOUT 
TEACHING AND LEARNING 
IN URBAN SCHOOLS? 



CO 
CD 



Summer Drop-Off and the Effectiveness 
Of Compensatory Irisfructipn 



^ 



i Ik' i;,)ii(4-M>rj>i'i.\(iiiii 



US OE PARTMC NT OF ME AL TH 
f OUCATfON * WELFARE 
NATIONAL INSTITUTE Of 

[)\>{ \ {■ X A.; T t Y W( ■: f I . I n I W{)V 

1 H f f f" W S •. ) N ( ": W W ( . A N I 7 A T > f N i ( , ( N ■ 

•> TAW p DC^ N ( T N f ( f S S A ; I Y p f P w r ■ 
S { N I I t ( ( , A I N A I I 1 ; N A I 1 N S ' I ' 1 y M- < > » 



r 



CO' 
o > 

I) '5 

ERIC 



yRBAN 

Prcx^ram 



• \ 



WHAT DO WC KNOW ABOUT TEACHINQ AND LEARNING IN URBAN SCHOOLS? 



EACF 



Volume 7 ^ 

Summer Drop-Off and the Effectiveness 
Of Compensatory Instruction 



Paul T. Hill 

The. Rand Corporation 



0 

\ 



■ \ 



V 

Paper prepared for the NTatlonal Conference on Urban Education, 
heldjn St. Louia, Missouri, ^uly 10-14, 1978, 
Conducted, by the Urban Education Program, CEMREL, Inc., , 
with support from the National 'Institute of Education. 




CEMREL, Inc., St Louit, K^lMOurl P£-g ^ ^ 



Prtpartdhby CEHREL, Ir>c.> « prfvatt 
nonprofit corporation tupporttd In 

?«rt it an tducatlonal laboratory by ; 
undt from tht National Institute or 
Education, Dtpartmwt of Htalth, 
Education and Walfart. Tha opinions 
exprtutd in this publication do not; 
nectsiarlly reflect the position or y 
"policy of the-Natlonal Institute of 
Education, and no official 
endorsement should be Inferred. 



Copyright on this docunent Is 
claimed only during the period of 
development, test, and evaluation, 
unless additional authorization Is 
Granted by the National Institute of 
Education to claim copyright on the 
final version. For Information on the 
status of the copyright claim, contact 
either the copyright proprietor or the 
National Institute of Education. 



Copyright 1979, CEMREL, Inc. 



Library of Conaress catalog card 
number 79-54744 
Manufactured In the 
United States of America 



CEMREL. Inc. 
3120 5?th Stre&t 
St. Louis, MO 63139 



Table of Contents 



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS ; ..t>... V 

FOREWORD ; x1 

SUMMER DROP-OFF ANO THE EFFEGTIVENES5 OF a)MRENSATORY INSTRUC^^ 

I. INTRODUCTION 

11^ EV.IDENCE FOR THE SUMMER DROP-OFF. * 

J 

III. INTERPRETATTON OF SUMMER OROP-OFF j 

IV, . IMPLICATIONS FOR COMPENSATORY EDUCATION POLICY / 
, AND RESEARCH 

REFERENCE NOTES ^* /v- 

REFERENCES ^. , 



Vl1 



Acknowledgments 



The Urban Education Prograw, CEMREl, Inc., would like to thank the National 
institute of Education anb the Regional Joint Planning Group of theJJrban 
Mycatlpn Progf conference. 

Conference Chairperson 
H'^rriet Doss Willis 

Director ^ ^ 

U»ban Education Program 



Conference Participants 

Nettie S. Armmer / 
Research Associate / 
St. L-ouis University 



E\/a Bak^r ^ 
Director ^ 
Center for the Study of Evaluation 
UCLA Graduate School of Education 

Chrrie E. Bash 

Division of COhmunity Programs 
Urban League of St. Louis. 

Isaibel Beck 
Co-director 

Language K Conmunications Unit - 
Learning Research and Develop- 
ment Center 
University of ^Pittsburgh 

Jarret; Cheatham Bell 
Urban/Ethnic Studies Coordinator 
Indiana Department of Public 
Instruction 



David Bennett 

Deputy Superintendent 

Milwaukee Pub l.ic Schools 



Edward B ink ley 
Director of Research 
Metro Schools 
Nashville, Tennessee 

Milton Bins 
Senior As;50c1ate 
Policy Development 
The Council of Great 
Washington, -D.C. 



& Evaluation 



City Schools 



Dean Bowles 
Di rector 

Home-School -Coctmunity Project 
Wisconsin Research and Develop- 
ment Center 

Ronald A. Boyd 
Associate Superintendent 
Department of Education 
State of Indiana 



6 



Emtrton Bro^n 
Board of D1r«ctort 
CEMREL, Ir»c. ; 

L.O. Buford 
PrlrKloal 

St. Lou1j Public Schools 

WITHam 0. CalHan", Or. 
Assistant Suptrlntandtnt 
Curriculum Instruction 

_ . M6mi*1| _C_1_ty J^^ 

Anqellne P. Caruso 
Associate Superlnttndent 

/OepartJT^ent of. Curriculum tJi 
Instructional ,Strv1ce$ 
Board of Education 
City of Chicago 

Courtney Cazden 
School of Education 
• Harvard University 

Ned Chalker 

Teaching & Learning Program 
National Institute of Education 

Francis S. Chase 
Director of Urban Education 
Dallas, Texas 

Rosemary ChristWisen 
Director of Indian Education 
Minneapolis Public Schoo>s 



/ 



Doris J. Clemons 
Region Five Office 
Detro*1t Board of Education 
Detroit, Michigan 

Frances Coe 
Board of .Directors 
CEMREL, Inc. 



David Col ton 

Graduate Institute of Education 
Washington University 
St. Louis, Missouri, 



Lloyd H. Cookt 
Vict Chairman 

Economic Dtvtlopmtnt Council of 
Ntw York CHy ' 

Dallas Daniels 
Director 

Equal Employment Opportunltv 
Indlanapolli Department 'of Public 
Instruction 

A. W. Dirks ; 

Dlr^cTtor 

Research, Planning & Development 
Wichita Public Schools 

Lortnza Dixon 
Curriculum Coord1na(tor 
Indianapolis Public Schools 

Oohn W. Dobbs 
Assistant Superintendent 
Sct\ool & Community Affairs. 
Department of Education 
State of Michigan 

Domingo Dominguez 
Dirtictor 

Bilingual & Migrant Program 
Southwest Educational Development 
Laboratory 

Ronald Edmonds ^ 
Director 

Center for Urban Studies 
Graduate School of Education 
Harvard University 

Nancy tvers ^ 
Department of Educational 

Administration 
University of Cincinnati 

Joseph L. Felix 
Director 

Program ^valuation 

Cincinhati Public Schools ^ 

r . . 

Marian K1lbane-Fl ash 
Supefvisor # 
Rese/irch & Development 
Cleveland Public Schools 



ERIC 



^ 7 



1x 



Anita Fond 
Co-chairman 

Citizens Education Tatk 
St. Louis, Missouri 



Forct 



Rug«s R. Freaman. 
Coordinator 

Secondary Studtnt Training . 
Southern Illinois Unlvtrilty 
EdwardsVnie, Illinois 

6ary-6appert 

New Jersey Department of Education 

Booker Gardner 

Wisconsin Research & Developmtut 
Center for Individualized Schooling 
Madison, Wisconsin 

Howard Gholson 
' Policy Analysis 
Title I 

U.S. Office of -Education 

.Henry GiveQS 
Assistant Conwiss loner 
Department of Elementary I 

Secondary Education 
State of Missouri 

Edmund Gordon 
Director 

Institute for Urban & 
Minorities Education 
Teachers College 
Columbia University 

Iton Goldberg 
, Educational Organizations 6 

Institutions 
National Institute of Education 

John H. Grate 
Director 

Planning & Development ^ 
Cincinnati* Public Schools ' 



El don Grossher 
Manager 
LEA Services 
Illinois Office of Education 



/ 



Rtx Hagans 

Northwest Regltnal Educational 

Laboratory 

Robert J. Haviflhurit . 
Department of Education 
The University of Chicago 

Garland M. Hawkins 

Director 

Music Education 

Curr1culuffl_Center__SchQ0l D_1$t, 189 . 
East St. Louis, Illinois . 

PaurHin 

The Rand Corporation * . 

Keith Hyde 

Planning & Development 
Des Moines Public Schools 

John Ingram 

Wisconsin Research & Dtvelopmtnt ' 
Center for Individualized SiChoblIng 

Barbara Jackson 
Associate Dean 

Department of AdftHni strati on li 

Supervlsiort 
School of Education 
Atlanta University ^ 

James N. Jacobs 
Superi ntendent , 
.Cincinnati Public Schools 

Sylvia K. Jones \ 
State & Federal Grants 
Tdledo Public Schools 

Preston C. Kronkosky 

Field Services & Distemi nation 

Southwest Educational Devtlopnitnt 

Laboratory 

Daniel U. Levine ■ 
Director 

Center for the Studv of 

Metropolitan Problems 

In Education 
University of Missour4-Kansat City 



o 

ERIC 



8 



♦ 



X 



Joseph D, Ligglns 

Assistant Superintendent for Staff 

Development . 
Hogston Independent School District 

r » 

Re'ece Little 

Director of Curriculum Development- 
Jeff ersoo County Public School's 
^ Louisville* Kentucky 

Irene Lober 
Superintendent 

Uh 1 ver s 1 1 y C 1 1 y P ub T 1 c Sc hOoJ s 
St. Louis, Missouri 

« 

William Lobosco # 
ESEA Title I 

U.S. Office of Education 
Catherine Lyon 

Center for the Study o^ Evaluation 
UCLA Graduate School of "Education 

Mary Meehan 

District Coordinator 

The School District of Kansas City 

taMar Miller' 

Director of Secondary Education 
New York University 

Len Nachlman 

Division of Planning K Development 
Minnesota Department of Education- 
Tom Odaeal 
Director 

Title IV ' 

Missouri Department of Education 

Joan Orender 
\ Project Coordinator for 

\ Distribution of Information 
Nebraska. Department of Education 

Georqe A. Parry 

George A. Parry & Associates 

River Forest, Illinois 

William Phillips 
Minneapolis Public Schools 



Andrew C. Porter . 
Institute for Research on Teaching 
College of Education ' ^ ^ 

Michigan State University 

- .Electra Price 

Oakland Unified School District 
V Oakland, Oal1forr)ia p- 

WJilter E. Richardson 
.Supervisor 

Compensatory Instruction • 
^ V CoTumbus Public Schools 

J. Robert Sampson 
Assistant. Manager 
Progra(m Planning & Development 
Illinois Office of Education 

Judah L.' Schwartz 
•Professor of Engineering, Science 

and Education 
Massachusetts Institute of 

Technology 

Cleona Shortridge 

St. Louis Public Schools 

Barbara Shu 11 
Conference on Education 
6t. Louis, Missouri 

• * • » 

Edward E. Smith 

Right to Read Effprt . 

Washington, D.C. 

Douglas Smith 

Administrative Assistant to 

the Governor 
State of Michigan 

Frank Sobol 

Basic Skills Group 

National Institute of Education \ 

George Spicely . 
U.S. Office of Education 

Jane Stallings 

Stanford Research Institute 

V 



,9 



Tom Stefontk 

Of rector of Plahning i Evaluation 

Research 
Wisconsin Department of Public 
. Instruction • 

' • 

Ver.a John-Steiner 
Department of Educational 

Foundations 
College of Education 
The University of New Mexico 



Ronald Stodgh ill- 
Associate Superintendent 
St. Louis Public Schools ; 

Marilyn Suydam 

ERIC Information Analysis Center 
for Scierfce, Math St 
Environmental Education - 

The Ohio State University . 

Maud Thomas 

U.S. Office of Education 
Kansas City Regional Office 

Concepcion Valadez 

Graduate School of Education 

University of California 

Los Anqeles' - ^ 

Mamie Wandick 

Program Officer 

U.S. Of f>ce' of Education 

KansavCit/ Regional Office 

Phyllis Weaver . 
Sch6o3 OT Education 
V, Harvard University 



Rachtl T. WeddingtQn ' 
University Dean for teach^, 

'Educ^tioh 
The City Untversity of New YorV 

lories ^Welts. / 
Harris Tea(:h\!r$ College 
St. Louis, 'Missouri* . 

Robert WenW 
Superintendent • 

St . ,L6u is Pub 1 1c .Schools ' - 

Birbara Woo^b'' ' 

Afro-American Sttidies 

St. iouls Uh'lversUy • " 

Saul Yanofsky ^ 
National Institute ^f .Education 

Savannah' M. Young ' 
St. Louis Public Schools 

Allen- F. Zondlalc 
director of Planning - 
Detroit Public Schools 



i 



rilly-Belle Weber 
Weber, Fuhrmann & Associates 
East St. Louis, Ulinois 

Joyce Weddington 
Director 

Research and Evaluation 
Memphis City, Schools 



URBAN EDUCATION PROGRAM STAFF 



John Bass t 
Resource Coord trtator 

Alf reda Brown . 
Resource Soeclalist 

Pamelia Coe 
Research Associate 



Eileen Ham iVt on" 
Secretary' 

Nellie H. Harrison 
Dissemination-Curriculum Specialist 



DonaTdwMlller 
Researoi Adtlsor 



Harriet Doss Will 1s 
Director 

As-tacla Wright 
Research Assistant 




STAFf FOR WHAT DO WE* KNOW ABOUT 
TEACHIf<G AND LEARNING !N tlRBAT 

serous? ' . . ' 



Harriet Doss Willis 
JEdltor ^ . 

Margaret Solomon 
Manuscript Editor 
Production Coordinator 



LrndaCambeir 

Office Manager 

Marlene Dandrldge 
Floor Clerk 

Arnelta Gray 
Secretary 

Angela Reed 
Secretary 

Dian Taylor 
Secretary 
Office Manager ^ 

Karen Temmen 
Secretary 



Foreword / '.. 

Th.ls monograph 1$ one of a sertes of papers, on the Issues of Instruction V)d 
learning In urban schools, that were presented at 9 conferjence held July 
10-14i l978v In Str LoulST Missouri^ 

Program, CEMRa, Inc., arvd supported by the National Institute of . ~^ 
Education. It Is our hop# that both the conference lind the series of. 
fourteen monographs that resulted from It wfU assist- educational 
researchers and school practitioners In Identifying and analyzing 
Iristructional and learning problems 1n urban scheol Settings, and will 
contribute to the development of strategies for the Improvement of schooling 
for students. 

Titled "What Do We Know About Tetichfng ap<^ teaming In Urban $chools-?% t^^ 
1978 conference focused orr an examination of rtsearch findings on the V 
teaching- learning process 1n areas most germalne tb'and under contr?^^ of^,^he 
s(;hools. The key problems to which the papers are. addressed are the 
assessment of learning outcomes and t1ie analysls'of the relationships 
between Instructional and other inputs and learning outconlij^. Important 
contextual issues not under t+ie' full control of schools, such as community 
and par'entfll Involvement: and the impact of federal and' state governments In 
Improvlhq. edjjcational opportunities, were addressed at the confere^nce^as 
well . • ' • 

The conference was conceived, in part, *s an Initial step in the development 
of a state-of-th$-art review of the most critical Issues faced by educators 
In urban schools who struggle with the morass of general educational 
problems, exacerbated by. decreasing public confidence tn large city schools, 
declining student enrollment, and Increasing numbers of poor and minority 
students.^ While the conference does not exhaust discussion of Ufe problertis 



that, are particularly significant In t|ie urban school se^ttlng, it forms ^ 
convenient focus for viewing the larger issues affecting. education in our , 
cities, > . 
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The educational innovation, and change growing out of more than tert years, of 
effort since the passage of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 the primary stimulus for fedpral supporf Of />esearch and development 
In education --" has had the least .impact ort the student populations typical 
pf :i*e ^bah schoal sett iWg . "^W1 th th"i s con^cerh" ai^ a~ pr^ 
ten'months prior -to convening the conference, CEMREI,Vs Urban Education 
Program had bec}un work with 9 network of twenty J>1g-c1ty school districts . 
and state departments of education in Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kan'^'as, 
Kentucky, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, Ohio, Tennessee, and 
Wisconsin. Thus,, the conference and the research findings of national 
authorities was undertaker) to lay a foundation for future work in urban 
educational research and development and to undergird present efforts at 
Improvement of schools in the region. 



The Conference Design 



To guide the development of the presenters' preparation of their papers, 
topical questions were prepared for them by Urb,an Education Program Staff 
and a paper format was recommended. Each presenter prepared a full paper 
based on the topical questions and results were sunrnarized by the writers 
during general sessions of the conference. Because of a wide range 'of 
perspectives held on the conference Issues, discussions precipitated by 
reactor panels composed of other prominent researchers, practitioners, and 
community leaders in education followed each general conference session. 
More than one hundred educational researchers and practitioners from across 
the country attended the conference. The invited participants came from 
school districts and state depf^ments of education from nineteen states; 
»thfrteen institutions of higher'^ducatipn; four, federal agencies; numerous 



educational laboratories and rese? 
social service agencies. 



•h ar\d development centers; and seven 
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The conference was divided Into two types of session?: general sessl^s, 
wherein. the nationally recognized speakers who wrote liapers presented their 
sunwarles; and forum sessions, wherein reactors helped' analyze the 
presentations anti exam1«e the concrete recommendations put forth by the 
general -session speakers. ^ All participants were Encouraged to present 
questions and reactions during these forum sessions. 

Francis 5. Chase,' Director of Urban Education Studies,- DalUs, Texas, gave 
the keynote address at the opening session of the conference, a banquet pn 
Monday ^yenlng,^ July 10. His topic, "Pro^nlslng Developments In Urban , 
Education,", summarized field studies that he was conducting under 
sponsorship of the Council of Great Cities Schools and the University ' 
Council Tor Educational Administration under a grant from the Spencer 
Foundation. Chase Is Profes?or Emeritus of the University of Chicago, where 
he also seryed as Chairman and Dean of Education for ten jrears. 

The Conference Topiqs 

« 

- 

Each of the presenters had been asked to design a paper by responding to 
salient topical questions, drawn up by CEMREL's Urban Education Staff. The 
questions that were posed originally for each of the wr'iters are presented, 
below. Most'of the resulting papers were developed into monographs for this 
series. '''^ 



Compensatory Education; A 
Conqresslonal Perspective 
Christbphfer T. Cross 
Minorib Staff Director 
Committee on Education and 
Labor 

U.S^ House of 
Representatives. 



What Is the current state of the evidence 
concerning projected changes In 
legislative mandates, and what may we 
expect related to changes In policy 
governing federally funded compensatory 
education programs? 
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Effective Teacher-Support 
Systems to Improve 
Instructional CoRdltlons in 
^chools 

Joseph D« Ligglns 
Assistant Superintendent ' 
for Staff Development 
Houston Independent Schoal 
District 



Assessmeht That Resp.ects 
Complexity in Individuals 
and Programs 
Judah L7 Schwartz 
Professor of Engineering, 
Science and Education 
Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology 



Achievement Tests in Urban 
Schools: New Numbers 
Eva Baker 
Director 

Center for the Study of 
Evaluation 

University of^ Calif ornia, 
Los Angeles 



Summer Drop-off and The 
Effectiveness of 
Compensat ory Instruction 
Paul T. Hill ~: 
The Rand Corporation 



What teacher support systems are most 
effective in improving instructional 
conditions for students? What is the rold 
of in-service training, and what types of 
in-service. training can be recommendea to 
urban educators? What other resources— 
sijch as additional curricular materials, 
support from teacher aides and volunteers, 
time re-allocations, team teaching 
arrangements', etc. --can b^^demonstrated to 
be effective in improving students' 
learning opportunities? What is the ^tate 
of the evidence? / 

How can we best measure an analyze the * 
effects of instruction- on.' students' 
learning in the major^simool subjects: 
What are the most appr^riate jtimes and 
strategies for measuring the effects of 
schooling on student Jearning? What do we 
learn from means of assessment other than 
standardized achievement testing? When 
and under what circumstances is it most 
appropriate to use alternative or 
complementary strategies for assessing 
program effectiveness? 

How can we best measure and analyze the 
effects t>f instruction on students' 
learning in the major school subjects? 
What are the most appropriate times to 
measure the effects of schooling on 
student learning? What are the cautions 
which should be taken into account before 
any attempt to evaluate the effectiveness 
of programs primarily on the basis on 
standardized achievement data, especially 
when the number of individuar 
implementations is large and the actual 
conditions under which the implementations 
took place are not well documented? 

What has the era of compensatory education 
program development contributed to 
knowledge about achievement in the ba'sic 
school subj£f>ts in -urban schools? Where 
is the evidence? What, if anyt+iing, does 
the evidence indicate about methods for 
improving basic skills achievement? What, 
if any, recommendations can be^made to 
school district planners on the basis of 
existing evidence? 



ERIC 



/ 

/ xvll 



In$truct1onal Ingrfdiyts 
f or tht Dtytlopment 0/ 

Beg1nn1nfl*R<ad1ng 

Conipetence' 

Isabel Back 

Co<-01 rector 

Learning Research and 

Development Center 

University of Pittsburgh 



A Discussion of The 
Literature and Issues 
Related to Effectivi" 
Schooling ' 
Ronald Eomonds 
Director 

Center for Urban Studies 
Graduate School of 
Education 

Harvard University 



Much research, program developffidnt, and 
Implementation of efforts to improve - 
achievement In basic school subjects has 
been conceatrated In the area of reading. 
W^at apprcwshes to, instruction In reading 
have been si^cessful In ^creasing 
achievement? Is there evidence that 
certain approaches are best suited" to the 
needs of particular populations? Do these 
effects generalize to other areas of 
school learning, such as matheJnatlcs, 
social studies; and ^ciejiize? • - 

Are there schtrols that have dehwnstrated a 
higher degree of effectiveness In the ^ 
delivery of Instruction In the basic ' 
school subjects than others ^serving 
similar student pdwjjatlons (In terms of 
socioeconomic backgrotlTTd*,, famllyj 
characteristics, minority populations, 
etc.).? What characteristics distinguish 
these schools from less successful schools 
In similar situation^? What Is the 
evidence that the explanatory 
characteristics have been correctly 
1dent1f16d,^ and how strong Is^tljat 
evidence? 



The Educational Promise of 
Cultural Pluralism 
Vera John-Ste1ner and , 
\Larry Smith 
department of Educational 
[oundations 
(liege of Education 
^Tbe University of New Mexico 



How can we approach problems of teaching 
and learning in urban schools so that the 
racial and cultural diversity of the 
school population 1s recognized, 
respected, and utilized constructively, to 
the extent possible? How do we 
differentiate between basic academic 
skills, which all students need to acquire 

" for successful participation in our 
hetergeneous society, and curriculum 
decisions which can and should be tailored 
to the needs and Interests of different 
sul)-cultural groups? Do students benefit 
from participation in racially and 
culturally hetero-geneous classrooms, or 

iperhaps from certain kinds of 
heterogeneous instructional settings but 
not others? What is known about these 
Issues, and how much consensus "Is there 
about the cultural values on which » 
schooling mit be based? 
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New Persptctives on School 

oUtrlct Research an? 

Evaluation - ^ 

Catherine Lyon 

Center for the Study of 

Evaluation 

University of* Cal if ornia, 
LOS Angeles - 



Effective Teaching and 
Learn 1 ng^ in -Urban School s 
Jane A. S.tallings and 
Shirley W. Hentzell 
Stanford- Research Institute 



What Is the role of ritsearch and 
development process^) In improvement of 
instruction and leirning. 1n basic school 
subject^ in large wrb an systems? In what 
form are these processes being applied to 
the "teaching and learning process In urban 
schools? What Is the evidence and how 
solid are the indications that use of 
these prOc«$es has resulted in improved 
student ^h'ievement? 

/ • • ■ ' . . 

Looklqe specifically at the Irvteraction of 
stLfttent, teacher,; curricular And schfool 
orgaoization'characterl^tics, what 
instructional conditions encourage 
'achievement^ In basic school subjedts? 
What evidence is there, and how good is 
it? How are the effects of instructional 
conditions on student achievement 
measured? On the basis of existing 
evidertce and trends, what reconmendations 
can be made for improving students* 
instructional environments? 



Mathematics and The- Urban 
Child ■ 
Marilynn Suydam 
Center for Science, n 
MaDibematics, and 
Environmental Education • 
The Ohio State University 



Basic Sk ills 
Schools: 



in U rban 
vTew" 



The 



\ 



^ ^ View Fr om 

Bilingual Classroom 
Concepcion Valadez 
Graduate School of 
Education 

University of California, 
Los Angeles 



Mathematics is a school subject which is 
generally considered basic, insofar as 
mathematical skills are required for 
successful adult functioning in our 
complex society. What evidence is there 
to indfcate which approaches to 
instruction in mathematics have been 
successful in increasing Achievement? Is 
there evidence that certain approaches are 
best suited to the needs of particular 
populations? Do these effects generalize 
to other areas of school learning, such as 
readingi, social studies, and science? 



Since the second 1 argest, mi nori ty 
population served by many urban school 
districts is a bilingual population, what 
state of the evidence about 
programs developed 
bilingual students? What, 
the evidence indicate 
of such programs on 



is the current 
the effects of 
especially for. 
if anything^ does 
about the Effects 



basic skills achievement? 
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Summw/Dit)phOff and the Ef fectiven^^^^^^^ 
Of Comi^ensatbry Instruction 

PaulT.WII 

The Rand Corporation 

In recent years no discussion of the effects of compensatory Instruction has 
been complete without a reference to the summer drop-off phenomenon. The 
knowledge that disadvantaged studentsWall farther b'ehind national norms 
during the sunmer months has greatly complicated efforts to understand how 
much corfpensatory education students are learning and how much good 
compensatory programs are doing. 

Marty researchers and policymakers have taken the evidence of summer drop-off 
to mean that coijjgisatory irtstructiona> programs are not doing children any 
good. The summer drop-off phenomenon thus has important implications for 
the future of .compensatory education. My purpose in thi's paper- is to 
explain the meaning and significance of summer drop-off. I shall argue that 
the drop-off is more apparent than real --that is, that conpensatory 
education students do not. suffer any absolute decline in their academic 
skills during the summer. 



Paul T. Hifl is Direatoi* of the Center for Eduaational Finanae and Gov^r- 
nanoey The Rand Corporation. 
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After a brief general Introduction, the paper will trea't the following: (1) 
evidence for t^ existence of sunwer drop-off; (2) different Interpretation^ 
of the phenomenon; (3) the signtflcance of the different Interpretations; 
and (4) implications for policy and resetcch. 4 

I. INTRODUCTION • ' . \ ■ 

Early efforts to evaluate compensatory instruction paid little or no 
attention to summer droproff; • they were, croncerned with estimating students*; 
gains during the schopl year. Because the early studies were generally, 
negative, no one thougHt to ask whether disadvantaged students' lost their 
school-year gain during tHe summer. More recent studies, however, have 
produced far more favorable estimates of the 'anwunt that compensatory 
eduation students learn during the school year. The series of studies 
conducted by SRI's Education Policy Research Center (Thomas & Pelavin 
(1966); Pelavin & David (1977); and David and Pelavin (1977)), has 
repeatedly shown that students who receive compensatory reading and 
mathematics instruction learn at orv above the "normal" rate of 1.0 months 
per month of instruction during the school year. The Study ^of Instructional 
D.1mensions, conducted as part of the NI£ Compensatory Education Study, ''found 
even greater rates "of gain during the scheol year for students in selecti^ed 
"well implemented". Title I programs. Early results of the ri(I^lti-year 
USOE/SDC Sustaining Effects Study appear to be consistent with this pattern. 

Though none of these studies showed compensatory instruction to be working 
uniformly well all across the country, they do Indicate that many 
disadvantaged students are learning at a desirable rate during the schpol 
year. On those grounds (especially in light of the very discouraging 
results of early Title I evaluations)* compensatory instruction might be at 
least tentatively called a success. But researchers, ever cautious, have 
found good reasons to continue withholding Judgment. Thomas and Pelavin 
(1976), for example found that compensatory education student$, in the 



a<}qr«qat« wtr« still not keeping. pace With the normi for children their 
aqe^ Though Title I students had attained normal rates of growth.during .the 
schpol year, thf gaps between their performance and that of students at th4 
50th percet>tne continued to widen «s the children got older. Thomas and 
Pelavin reasoned that the ^.idening ga^l could be caused by a •'summer loss." 
In a later study, Pelavin and David (19771 demonstrated th|t compensatory . 
education students' grade equivalent scores dpcHned^over. the sumpier. 'They 
concluded that -large increases tn school yeai^ ichievjflnent are not sustained 
even until the next fall." 

As a result of these and similar .findings, discussions about the 
effectiveness of compensatory instruction have become both complicated and 
confused. Some have argued that the high rates o/gain during the school 
year are p^^Dof that students are benefiting; they regard the recent 
improvementsXn «tudent performance^on the basic literary tests administered 
by the National\&ses§iD^)t of Educational progress as corroborating evidence 
that overrides any questions about summer drop-off. On the other side, some 
aqreewith David and Pelavin (1977) that "evaluations should measure program 
effectiveness over a period of time longer: than the school year," and that, 
due to sumner drop-off, compensatory instruction cannot be ^fudged a success. 

1 

The latter view has had a definite impact on policymakers' views of the 
validity of the national compensatory education strategy. During 
preparations for r'e- authorization of Title I with 1978 Elementary and 
Secondary Education 1i\mendments, several high-level HEW officials cited the 
suniner drop-off findings as grounds for thinking that current compensatory 
education programs are "doing no good." Though such doubts are unlikely to 
cause the federal government to decrease its funding for elementary and 
secondary education, they are eroding support for thfe current programs of 
special educational services for individual educationally disadvantaged; 
children. Alternative federal strategies, based on less precisely targeted 



• 
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aid for the general improvement of instruction in selected school buildings, 
are qaininq strong support among high officials. in USOE and other parts of 
HEW. . ' . • 

II. EVIDENCE FOR THE SUMMER DROP-OFF . 

The best evidence is provided by two o1^ the SRI reports cited above. 
Relavin an^ David (1977), anjJ David- and Pelavin ( 1977) used longitudinal 
files of test" scores obtained from a number, of compensatory education 
programs to compare Title I -students* qa^ns in grade-equivalent scores for 
two time periods: the standard academic year and'the calendar year between 
entry into one grade and entry into the next. Gains for the academic year 
were compTrtFrT^s the difference in grade equivalent scores between fall and 
spring testing.- Gains for the calendar year were t:omputed as the difference 
between fall test scores in one year and fall test scores in the succeeding 
year. Table. 1, taken from Pelavin and David, iives a representative example 
of their resultsi Table 2 (also from Pelavin iijd David) gives a summary of 
the amounts and rates of gain for the same students., 



In general, compensatory education students fn City M gained more than a 
grade-equivalent year between their entry into a grade an'd the beginning of 
the following summer vacation. Their calendar-year gains, however, were 
much smaller.' Most gained less than a grade-equivalent year in a calendar 
year. The difference between the larger school year gain and the smaller 
calendar year gain is what Pelavin and David called the summer drop-off. 
For students in City M, the summer drop-off was at least 2.9 
grade-equivalent months (5th grade) and as great as 5.1 grade-equivalent 
months (3rd grade). ^ " 
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Tablt 1 

Cm;M MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS IN GRADE EQUIVALENTS FOR THE 

GAfES^M«c6IN.ir|ES READING TESTS BY GRADE FOR , 
PUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS VilTH AT LEAST THREk CONSECUTIVE TEST POINTS 



Grade 


N 


Fall ■ 


Spring 


.Fall 


3 


111 

- >--- 


2.23 ' 
(1.04) - 


3.29 
(1.-42) 


2.78 

- (0;96) ^ 


4 


931 


' 2.65 
(0.83) 


3.58 
(1.19) 


3.18 
(0.96) 


.5 


980 


3.26 
(0.99) 


4.30 
(1.38) 


4.01 

(1.30) 




316 


3.85 
(1.2 ) 


4.78 
(1.47) 


4.42 

(1.32) . 


7 


128 


4.35 

(1.24) * 


5.25 
(1.68) 


4.95 
(1.41) 



Table 2 

CITY M ACHIEVEMENT GAINS AND MONTHLY RATES BASED ON TWO 

DIFFERENT PERIODS OF TIME FOR PUBLIC 
SCHOOL STUDENTS WITH AT LEAST THREE CONSECUTIVE TEST POINTS 
(Grade-Equivalent Metfic) 

* 

Achlvement In Grade- 
Equivalent Months*___. Monthly Achievement Ra t es 

n — n — nrf~ rv 

Grade N Fall to Spring Fall to Fall Fall jb^S^rlng Fall '^^^^^ 

3 27^ 10\6 5.5 1,5 0.6 

4 931 9.3 5.3 1.3 0.5 

> 5' 980 10.4 7.5 1.5 0.8^ 

6 316 9.3 5.7 1.3 • 0.| 

7 128 9.0 6.0 1.3 0.6 



* The achievement Is based on the means 1n Table 1. 



P«lav1n and Oavic) repeated the analysli for several cities', compensatory 
education prograrrvs^, and most, Uut not all, shoWed compensatory' education 
student^b be farther behind at the end of' the ;sufrtiier than, at the 
beqinn1ng> they concluded that .the drop-off phenomenon Is common, If not 
universal, among compensatory ^►ducatiqn students. 

III. INTERPRETATION OF SUMMER DROP-OFF 



the data in Tables 1 and 2 appear to demonstrate that conpehs at dry education 
students know less when they report for school in the fall than when they 
leave in the spring, Pelavin (1977) has drawn that conclusion expressly, 
writing that students suffer an "achievement loss" and that during the ^ 
summer, skills are "forgotten." 

Within the past few months, however, new evidence has called the 
"forgetting" interpretation into" question. The best recent research has 
shown that many compensatory education students are not suffering 
perf^mance declines during the summer. Two studies of achievement during 
the 1976-77 and 1977-78 school years (NIE's Instructional Dimensions Study 
and USOE's Study of the Sustaining Effects of Compensatory Education) have 

* The gap between compensatory educatix)n' students and t^\e national norms can 
widen during the summer even if compensatory students' skills, do not 
decline. If the norm group's average performance rises over an interval of , 
* time (say, the summer), , a given student's performance must rise 
proportionately if he is to matntain his relative position. A student whose 
performiince does not rise will receive a lower ^ core on any norm-referencjed 
test (as, of course, will those whose performance has either fallen or risen 
less rapidly than the norm group's).. From norm-referenced scores alone^ it 
is impossible to know whether a particular student's performance has 
declined, risen, or stayed the same. Since most norm- refer enc^^d tests 
assume soibe growth during the summer, students whose performance is constant 
can Indeed receive lower norm-referenced scores. In fact, as Stenner et al. 
(Note 1) have demonstrated, many tests assume that students' performance 
wiTT Increase faster during the summer than during the school year. Thus, 
substantial summer losses in norm-referenced scores can occur for students 
whose performance has not declined. 
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produced f all-sprlng^fal 1 comparisons for longitudinal samples of 
compensatory education students. These studies are Important because, they 
w*re both expressly designed to trace Individual children's achievement 
•growth over the summer months and to provide data on s.tudents'.^solyte 
achievement levels and on their norm-references scores. Unlike earlier 
studies, which had to rely on data collected by school districts and state 
education agencies, these studies, obtained their own test scores under ver^y 
rigorous control. The OE Sustaining Effects ^^udy, in addition,' tested a 
very large h1st^^ sample of comp en tatory education-*^ 

students. Tables 3 and 4 are derived from the Sustaining Effects Study's 
first public report on summer drop-off. 



Table 3 

mean" reading and math .scores for five cohorts' 

OF students over three test ADMIf^ISTRATIONS 

Cohort Grades October 1976 May 1977 October 1977 

Reading 

1- 2 331 397 ' 407 

2- 3 ' 375 419 425 

3- 4 411 450 449 

4- 5' 440 472 476 

5- 6 ■ 461 488 494 

■ * Math 

1- 2 312 374 380 

2- 3 353 410 412 
- 3-4 ' 399 459 455 

4- 5 448 501 498 

5- 6 477 526 529 



(Adapted from Hoepfner. 1978) 
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Table 4 



SPRING-FjlLL CHANGES.IH MEAN READING AND 
MATH SfifjRES FOR FIVE COHORTS OF STlfOENTS 



Cohort Graded 



1- ? 

2- 3 

3- 4 



5-6 



Reading 



10 
6 

-1 
4 
6 



Mathematics 



6 

-4 
-3 
3 



(Adapted from Hoepfner, 1978) 



Table 5 provides similar data from the NIE study. 



Table 5 



1EAN ACHIEVEMENT GAIN SCORES FOR . COMpJjPrORY dbUCAlM 
STUDENTS IN THE NIE INSTRUCTIONAL DIMENSIONS STUDY 
(In Expan^ Standard Scores) k 



N 



N Fall-to-Sprinq Gain Sprlng-to-Fal 1 Gain " Fall-to~Fall Gain 



Grade 1 
Reading 

Grade 1 
Math 

Grade 3 
Reading 

Grade 1 
Math 



395 
143 
565 ' 
314 , ■ 



64 
37 
43 
64 



0 
2 



64 

52 
64 



(Adapted from Frechtling and Hammond, 1978) 



The two most recent studies therefore present a very different picture of 
t^e summer drop-off phenomenon fipom thet Inferred from Tables 1 and 2. 
Disadvantaqed students' achievement scores change very little during the 
sunmer: A few changes are Mitlve but all the changes are very small. The 
best conclusion from these data Is that children's achievement neither 
Increases nor decreases during the summer. 

Two very different Interpretations of the summer drop-off phenomenon are 
therefore possible. - The flrst^lllustrated by Figure 1, can be called - - 
"forgetting." Compensatory education students know less In the fall than In 
the previous spring. The second, Illustrated 1n Figure 2, can be called "no 
growth In sunnier." Compensatory education students know as much In the fall 
as in the previous spring. Under either Interpretation, 50th percentile 
students are assumed to Team at a steady rate year-round. Compensatory 
education students fall farther behind 50th percentile students each year, 
but they fall back more dramatically under the "forgetting" Interpretation. 
Jhe crucial difference between the two Is that the "forgetting" 
Interpretation says that a great part of what students learn during the 
school year is lost In the summer.* 

The "forgetting" and "no-summer gain" Interpretations have very different 
Implications for judgments about the value of compensatory Instruction. To 
demonstrate those differences. Its Is Important to understand th^ standards 
'Of judgment now being used In policy discussions: 

- The first, more modest, standard Is whether the program Is doing any 
• good for Individual students. If students are learning more than 
they would without compensatory Instruction/ that standard Is met. 

^ _J5^ - ■ . ■ 

* Practicing educators who are familiar with all children's return to the 
state of nature during the summer months may find It hard to believe t^at ' 
children do not truly "forget." It Is Important to remember that most fall^ 
testlna takes place In October or later, long after the readjustment to 
school' has taken place. The "forgetting" Interpretation thus assumes a true 
loss of skills, not just a short-lived rustlness In the first week of school, 

/ 
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>Thft second, mora ambitious* standard 1s whathar the program Is 
bringing students up to the average achievement levels of children 
their age. This standard Is met only 1f tht achievement levels of 
compensatory education studtnts are converging on the national 
norms.** 

The *'fo'rgett1ng mpdel strongly Implies that compensatory Instruction meets 
neither of these standards. As Thomas has argued, the large school-year 
yalns resutting froi^^^^^ 

to the effect that students will hav« learn«id no more- after several years of 
compensatory Instruction than they would have done withdut It. Thus* the 
Investment— of public money and children's t1me--1n compensatory Instruction 
Is wasted. 

In contrast, the "no-iui?mer gain" model Implies that disadvantaged children 
make r^eal gains during the school year. Unlike 50th percentile students, 
whose skills grow even when* they are out of school, disadvantaged students 
learn only when they are receiving formal Instruction. Compensatory 
programs that increase students' learning rates when they are In school are 
thus vitally Important. ' 

The NIE study results provide very strong evidence In favor of the "no 
sflnrHer galJi" model. As Table 6 shows, students whose Initial test scores 
were" at or above the national norm make substantial gains during the summer 
months, but««compen$atory ^education students do not. 

• 

** A third standard, suggested by Thomas and Pelavin (1977) Is whether 
compensatory Instruction Is Improving the life chances of disadvantaged 
students. That standard cannot be given a simple quantitative meaning, 
since the linkage between achievement levels and life chances Is unknown. 
If one assumes a close relationship between achievement levels and life 
chances,, then the first and third standards are equivalent: If one assumes 
that life chances are enhanced only by achievement at or aSove the national 
norms, then compensatory Instruction must meet the second standard. 



FIGURE 1: FORGETTING 
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FIGURE 2: NO GROWTH IN SUMMER 
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Tible 6 

COMPARISON OF SAIN SCORES OF COMPENSATORY EDUCATION STUDENTS ANO 
STUDENT WHOSE PRETEST SCORES WERE AT OR ABOVE 'THE NATIONAL NORMS 

(In Expandtd Standard Secret) 



Grade 1 Reading 
Compeniatory Ed. Students 
'Others 

Grade 1 Math . 
Compensatory Ed. Students 
Others 

Grade 3 Reading 
, Compensatory Ed. Students 
^ Others 

Grade 3 Math 
Compensatory Ed. Students 
Others 



N 

344 

296 



97 
435 



512 
305 



30^ 
178 



Fall to 
Spring Gain 

69 

56 



43 
56 



44 

36 



64 

62 



Spring to 
Fall Gain 

0 
10 



8 
10 



8 

21- 



-1 

7 



Fall to 
Fall Ga,1n 

69 
66 ' 



52 
66 



52 
57 



63 
69 



(Source: Frechtling and Ham(nond, 1^78) 

On this evidence, compensatory instruction appears to mee\ the first 
standard, and not the second. It is thus doing some good,/ but not, 
•according to the highly desirable second standard, doing enough good to be 
judged an unqualified success. 



The recent scholarly and political discussion of summer drop-off has not 
recognized the difference between the "forgetting" and "no-summer gain"' 
Interpretations. Most, but not all, participants have implicitly adopted 
the "forgetting" model because it was intuitively consistent with SRI's 
data. _ (It also seemed to be the only explanation for the ever widening gap 
between the achievement levels of compensatory education students and the 
national norms. An Inspection of Figures 1 and 2, however,. will demonstrate 
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that th« '*no-summ§r gain" model alto explains -the gap. If the tenn "suraner 
drop-off" Is to retain any meaning. It should be redefined to refer to this 
relative, not absolute, deellne In disadvantaged students' learning.) 

IV. IMPLICATIONS FOR COMPENSATORY EDUCATION POLICY AND RESEARCH 

TMs section reviews the Implications of the evidence about sunroer drop-off 
for three questions: y(l) whether to continue supporting corpensatory 
1nstruct1on;-(2) how to Increase the gains children derive from, compensatory 
Instruction; and (3) what may be the limits of public programs of 
compensatory Instruction. 

Whether to Continue Supporting Compensatory Instruction 

A loose restatement of the concluslorts of the preceding section 1$ that 
compensatory Instruction Is doing some good, but not enough to make A 
pro/ound difference In the educational performance of disadvantaged 
students. Whether support for compensatory Instruction should be continued 
depends first on the Importance of the objective of raising the achievement 
levels of disadvantaged children, and second on the existence of more 
promising alternatives. 

About ^h« first, there seems to be little doubt about the strength of the 
national commitment to Improving education for the disadvantaged. E^SEA 

« 

Title I, Follow Through, and state compensatory education programs have 
flourished through yeaics of criticism and m«ny discouraging evaluations. 
Congress'^as just rejiuthorlzed Title I,- and funded It at more than three 
times the level appropriated In 1965. Those actions reflect the strength of 
the political coalition^ behind Title I at least as much as any of the 
program's technical successes. But no amount of cynicism about the 
legislative process can refute the conclusion that Congress supports Title I 
because an Imperfect effort on behalf of disadvantaged children Is better 
than none at all. 

♦ 

31 ■ ■ ' 
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If therA are more promUIng aU«»*ndt1vft ways of 1(flpr*ov1ng the achlev^nt of 
disadvantaged cHlldren they are not widely known. Years of research on 
Instructional processes has produced some progress (see, for exar^le,' 
Resnik, Note 2) but most of It has refined compensatory Instruction rather 
than built revolutionary alternatives to It. California's Early Childhood 
Education program (ECE) embodies an alternative approach, a general 
restructuring of classroom processes for all students. In hopes that 
disadvantaged children will benefit along with the others. This alternative 
Is more congenial to the normal organlzatlon-of school Ing than-the . special- 
services model normally followed In compensatory education, and It might 
help many students not now eligible under Title I and similar programs. 
There Is, however, little evidence about Its specific effectiveness for 
disadvantaged children. An evah^JKtfon of/ ECE now being Initiated by the 
State of California will Jielp determine whether classroom restructuring Is a 
serious alternative to compensatory Instruction. 

Possible Ways of Increasing the Chains Chlldren^ Derive from Compensatory 
Instruction 

Aside from technical refinements In the quality of compensatory Instruction, 
the way to help disadvantaged children learn niore Is to Increase the rates 
of learning during the summer. If children gain only when they are 
receiving instruction, an obvious course Is to give them Instruction year 
round. Pelavin (1977) and other proponents of the "forgetting" 
Interpretation are strongly In favor of summer programs; the "no-summer 
gain" Interpretation leads (albeit l«s urgently) to the same-prescription. 
There are, unfortunately, some serious problems wUh the summer school Idea. 

One Is that existing summer programs do not appear to be effective antidotes 
to summer drop-off. Table 7 presents data from the Sustaining Effects Study 
on the school -year and summer growth of disadvantaged students who attended 
summer^ school. Though many students made small gains during the summer, no ^ 

1 . • 
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cohort (4-5 In readlHg) twm anywhtrf nwr to Itarnlng ont*th1rd at much 
frm lummar school ai fr'ofnVegular ichool-year 1nttruct1on. The NIE study'i 
results are virtually identical to these. 

« 

Such data conf1<Hn^the common belief that existing summer school programs do 
not have strong effects on children's test perfonnance. This may reflect 
the fact that, existing sunjner programs are not sharply focused on basic 
skills Instruction. If summer programs were designed as exact continuations 
of school -year Instructlony the resul ts might be more p<Js1t1ve, - 

* 

Table 7 . , , 

RATIO OF-SUMMER TO SCHOOL YEAR GAINS FOR DIS- 
ADVANTAGED STUDENTS WHO AHENDEO SUMMER SQHOOL 



Cohort 


Reading 


Math 


1-2 


.15 


.18 


2-3 


.14 


.00 


'3-4 


.00 


.00 


4-5 


.23 


.06 


5-6 ' 


.30 , 


.10 



(adapted from Hoepfner, 1978) 

) 

Cost Is another problem. Few school dl!>tr1cts can afford large summer 
p^^^^Ai|id Title I does not provide additional money for summer 
ope^l^BP School districts can elect to use Title I funds for summer 
Instruction, but must redtfce their regular school -year effort to do so. 
Under the "forgetting" Interpretation, It may be worthwhile to reduce 
school-year instruction in order to support summer programs, because the 
school-year gains can be seen as ephemeral. Under the "no-summer gains" 
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interpretaitlon, however, simmer 1n$truct1.on Is a poor trade for the existing 
school-year programs: reducing the level pf school-year Instruction risks 
known real gains for unpredictable effects of sunwer instruction. A major 
emphasis on summer programs should therefore await new funding. 

The third problem with summer programs is ensuring that the right students 
participate. There is no selective compulsory summer attendance law for' 
low-achieving cfviTdr^n, and disadvantaged groups are not generally in the 
habit, of sending, their children to summer school . _At_ present, _the students 
most likel,^to receive summer schooling are the economically and 
educationany advantaged, whose parents pay for special training in areas of 
personal interest,, and children of working mothers who can afford an 
expensive form of day care. Public summer schools would be attractive to 
ma.ny members of these groups. Low- income families, not now in the habit of 
using summer schools, might be slow to respond to the opportunity. To be 
successful, a summer school program must cope with these facts. To n\y 
knowledge nobody has thought much about how to guarantee that the children 

♦ 

most in need of summer instruction would receive it. 
On the Limits of Public Programs 

As we learn more about the summer drop-off phenomenon, we may discover the 
limits of the ability of public programs to overcome the achievement 

♦ 

problems of disadvantaged children. Evidence frpm the most positive recent 
studies indicate that disadvantaged children make achievement gains only 
where they are receiving formal instruction. Unlike other children, they do 
not gain a "momentum" from their schoqT^year experiences to carry them 
through the surnner. Continual exposure to instruction is therefore very 
important; when that is not possible, either because of lack of funds gr 
because the children themselves need relief from the regimen of schooling, 
the children apparently stop learning. PubMc programs may therefore be 
unable to over'come the problem of summer drop-off entirely. Until we 
understand how summer drop-off occurs, it will be impossible to know how, or 
whether, it can be cOmbatted. 
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The most plausible explanations for the phenomenon concern either the 
children's non-school environment -or their own personal aptitudes for 
learning. One possible explanation is that the non-school environment of 
disadvantaqed children is not conducive to lAarning--that 4^, that unlike 
more advantaged children, they are not stimulated to practice their reading 
and mathematics skills at home or at play. A second possible explanation Is 
that low-achieving children have high thresholds for re^onding to academic 
information: intense formal instruction can get through to them, but other 
less intense learning situations cannot. _ 

Neither explanation appears to fit al^he facts. For example, 
hiqh-achieving children in Title I schools apparently do not suffer a sunmer 
drop-off those children live in the same Y»tighborhood and thus experience 
much the same out-of-school environment, as the students whose academic > 
skills do not grow during the summer. It seems clear, however, that the 
explanation for summer drop-off -lies somewhere outside the children's 
schooling experience, v 

Developing an understanding of summer drop-off will require a mode of 
research t^at social scientists have come to label as dangerous. An 
examination of children's habits, attitudes, home envi^ments^ and use of 
leisure* time will expose researchers to the accusation that they are trying 
to blame the deficiencies of the educational system on the victims of 
inadequate schoo-ling. Such researches, however, the only wAy to understand 
the summer drop-off problem. Without it we (^an neither understand the 

if * 

limits of public policy or maximize the effectiveness of compensatory 
instruction. If we do not pursue these questions, only the children stand 
to lose. 
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